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1.0 DECLARATI ON FCR THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON
1.1 SITE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Qperable Unit (OQU-6), Landfill No. 5 Area, Ellsworth Air Force (EAFB), National Priorities List Site.
Meade and Penni ngton Counties, South Dakota

1.2 STATEMENT CF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunent describes EAFB s sel ected renedial action for Operable Unit 6 (QU-6), in
accordance with the Conprehensive Environmental Response. Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980
(CERCLA), as anended by the Superfund Arendnents and Reaut horization Act of 1986 (SARA), and the National
G| and Hazardous Substances Pol |l ution Contingency Plan (NCP).

This decision is based on the contents of the Administrative Record for OJ6, EAFB. The US Environnental
Protecti on Agency (EPA) and the South Dakota Department of Environnent and Natural Resources (SDDENR)
concur with the selected renedi al action.

1.3 ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromQOJ 6, if not addressed by inplenenting the
response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), may present an inmmnent and substanti al
endangernment to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

1.4 DESCRI PTI ON OF SELECTED REMEDY

Twel ve potentially contam nated areas, or operable units, have been identified at EAFB. This ROD is for
a renedial action at QJ6 and is the third ROD for EAFB.

The sel ected alternative, capping, includes the follow ng major conponents:

. Pl acing a soil cover capabl e of sustaining perennial vegetation, over the landfill area;
. Modi fication of stormwater discharge point and drai nage;

. Institutional controls for the landfill area;

. Long-term ground-water, surface-water, and sedinent nonitoring; and,

. Long-t erm nai nt enance of soil cover.

1.5 STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ON

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, conplies with Federal and the
State of South Dakota requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the
renmedi al action and is cost-effective. This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative
treatnment (or resource recovery) technol ogies, to the maxi numextent practicable for QJ 6. However,
because treatnment of the principal threats of the QU was not found to be practicable, this renedy does
not satisfy the statutory preference for treatnent as a principal elenment. The size of the landfill and
the fact that there are no apparent on-site hot spots that represent najor sources of contam nation
preclude a renedy in which contam nants coul d be excavated and treated effectively.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on-site beneath the landfill cap area
at lowlevels, arevieww !l be conducted within five years after comrencenent of renedial action to
ensure that the remedy continues to provi de adequate protecti on of human health and the environnent.



1.6 SI GNATURE AND AGENCY CONCURRENCE ON THE REMEDY
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2.0 DECI SI ON SUMVARY
2.1 SITE NAME AND LOCATI ON

EAFB is a U.S. Air Force Conbat Command (ACC) installation |located 12 miles east of Rapid Cty, South
Dakota, and adjacent to the snall comrunity of Box Elder (Figure 2-1).

EAFB covers approximately 4,858 acres within Meade and Pennington counties and includes runways and
airfield operations, industrial areas, and housing and recreational facilities (Figure 2-2). Open |and,
containing a few private residencies, |lies adjacent to EAFB on the north, south, and west, while
residential and commercial areas lie to the east of the Base.

2.2 OPERABLE UNIT 6 (OU-6) DESCRI PTIQVH STORY AND REGULATORY OVERSI GHT ACTI VI TI ES
2.2.1 Description/ H story

Ellsworth Air Force Base (EAFB) was officially activated in July 1942 as the Rapid Gty Arny Air Base, a
training facility for B-17 bonber crews. It becanme a permanent facility in 1948 with the 28" Strategic
Reconnai ssance Wng as its host unit. Hi storically, EAFB has been the headquarters of operations for a
variety of aircraft, as well as the Titan | Intercontinental Ballistic Mssile, and the Mnuteman | and
Mnuteman Il mssile systens. The Air Force has provided support, training, naintenance, and/or testing
facilities. Presently, the 28th Bonbardnent Wng (B-1B bonbers) and the 99th Tactics and Trai ning Wng
are the host units of EAFB.

Envi ronnental investigation activities at EAFB were initiated by the Air Force in 1985 through an
Installation Restoration Program (I RP) Phase | Installation Assessnent/Records Search and Phase |11,
Confirmation/ Quantification. The Phase | study, dated Septenber, 1985, identified a total of 17

| ocations at EAFB where rel eases invol ving hazardous substances potentially occurred.

In Phase 11, of the IRP investigation, field activities included soil vapor surveys, geophysical surveys,
surface and subsurface soil sanpling, ground-water sanpling, ground-water hydrol ogic testing, and
ecol ogi cal investigations.

QU6 consists of Landfill No. 5 which is approxi mately seven acres in size and is located in the

sout heastern corner of EAFB (Figure 2-3). The landfill was active from 1960 to 1980 and was primarily
used to di spose of construction and denolition debris. Disposal of household waste, shop waste, and

wast ewat er treatnment plant (WMP) sludge may have taken place. However, no direct physical evidence of
househol d or hazardous/industrial waste disposal was found at QJ 6 during the 1993 renedi al investigation
(RI) field activities. In the past, the Q)6 area was used to stockpile digested wastewater treatnent

pl ant sludge prior to renoval by contractors. Portions of the landfill have been covered, graded, and
vegetated. The southern and eastern portions of OJ6 are currently part of the EAFB gol f course.

Aerial photo analysis conducted by the United States Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) from

hi storical photos (1938 to 1990) indicated the types of disposal practices at QJ 6. Through
interpretati on of these photographs, landfill nmaterials appear to have been placed in the area north of
the east-west drainage indicated of Figure 2-3. A small building was present in this area at one tine,
but has since been renoved. Construction and denolition debris material nay have been placed al ong the
rail road enbanknent on the west side of QJ6. Three snall depressions identified on aerial photos and
pre-1984 topographic maps nay indicate borrowing activities at Q6. Wility maps indicate two storm
drain pipes terninating in the landfill. One stormdrain discharge into the |largest of the borrow pits.
According to EAFB grounds personnel, this pipe was disconnected fromservice but never renmoved. The
second stormdrain is active and collects runoff fromthe fuel storage area west of QU 6.

The topography at OJ 6 is characterized by an east-west drainage in the southern portion of QJ6 and a
north-south streamin the eastern portion of the QU. The drai nageway and stream areas both contain
wet| ands which are illustrated on Figure 2-4.

The shal l ow aquifer at EAFB is considered a potential drinking water source and possibly discharges to
the surface. The ground water is classified as having a beneficial use as a drinking water supply
suitabl e for human consunption (S.D. Chapter 74:03:15, Goundwater Quality Standards).

Deeper bedrock aquifers al so exi st beneath EAFB. These deeper aquifers are separated fromthe shall ow
aqui fer by 800 feet of inperneable clays and silts. |In the past, EAFB utilized these deeper aquifers for
its water supply. Presently, EAFB obtains its potable water fromthe Rapid Cty Minicipal Distribution
System



2.2.2 Regulatory Oversight Activities

On August 30, 1990 (55 Federal Register 35509), EAFB was listed on the U S. EPA's National Priorities
List (NPL). A Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA) was signed in January 1992 by the Air Force. EPA and
the State of South Dakota (State) and went into effect on April 1, 1992. The FFA establishes a
procedural franework and schedul e for devel oping, inplenenting, and nonitoring appropriate response
actions for EAFB in accordance with the Conprehensive Environnental Response. Conpensation, and
Liabilities Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as anended by the Superfund Arendnents and Reaut horization Act of 1986
(SARA), and the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). It also states
the oversight procedures for EPA and the State to ensure Air Force conpliance with the specific
requirenents. The FFA identified 11 potential source-area operable units as well as a Base-wi de
ground-wat er operable unit.

Listing on the NPL and execution of the FFA required the U S. Air Force to performa remnedi al
investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) to investigate the 12 operable units. |In 1993 and 1994, an
extensive R field programwas conducted to characterize conditions at OQJ 6. The programincl uded
conpl etion of boreholes, installation of nmonitoring wells, geotechnical analysis of soil sanples,

ecol ogi cal eval uation, assessnent of hunman health risks, and review and conpilation of previous IRP
investigations. Collection and |aboratory analysis of soil, ground-water, surface-water, and sedi nent
sanples were included in the R field program

2.3 H GHLI GATS OF COMWUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON

Community relations activities that have taken place at EAFB to date incl ude:

. FFA process. After preparation of the FFA by the USAF, EPA, and SDDENR, the docunment was
publi shed for cooment. The FFA becane effective April 1, 1992.

. Adm ni strative Record. An Adninistrative Record for infornation was established in
Bui | di ng 8203 at EAFB. The Administrative Record contains infornation used to support
USAF decision-rmaking. Al the documents in the Administrative Record are available to
the public.

. Information repositories. An Administrative Record outline is |located at the Rapid Gty
Library (public repository).

. Community Relations Plan (CRP). The CRP was prepared and has been accepted by EPA and the
State of South Dakota and is currently being carried out. An update to this plan will be
prepared in 1995.

. Restoration Advisory Board (RAB). The RAB has been forned to facilitate public input in the
cleanup and neets quarterly. |In addition to USAF, EPA, and South Dakota oversi ght
personnel, the RAB includes community | eaders and | ocal representatives fromthe
surroundi ng area.

. Mailing list. Amiling list of all interested parties in the comunity is naintained by
EAFB and updated regul arly.

. Fact sheet. A fact sheet describing the status of the IRP at EAFB was disturbed to the
mailing |ist addressees in 1992.

. Open house. An infornational neeting on the status of the I RP and ot her environmental
efforts at EAFB was held on May 6, 1993.

. Newspaper articles. Articles have been witten for the base newspaper regarding | RP
activity.
. Proposed Pl an. The proposed plan on this action was disturbed to the mailing |ist

addressees for their coments.

A public comment period was held fromJuly 6 to August 5, 1995, and a public neeting was held on July 25,
1995. At this neeting, representatives from EAFB answered questions about the renmedial action. A
response to the comments received during this period is included in the Responsiveness Summary, which is
part of this Record of Decision (ROD).



This ROD is based on the contents of the Adm nistrative Record for QU 6, in accordance with the CERCLA,
as anended by SARA, and the NCP. The RI/FS reports and the Proposed Plan for QU6 provide infornmation
about OU-6 and the selected remedy. These docurments are available at the Information Repositories at
EAFB and the Rapid City Public Library.

2.4 SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTI ON

The FFA identified 11 potential source area operable units (OUs) as well as a Base-w de ground-wat er
operable unit. The 12 operable units are identified as follows:

QU1 Fire Protection Training Area
QU2 Landfills Nos. 1 and 6

QU3 Landfill No. 2

U4 Landfill No. 3

QU5 Landfill No. 4

QU6 Landfill No. 5

QU7 Weapons Storage Area

QU8 Expl osi ve Ordnance Disposal Area (Pramtol Spill)
QU9 A d Auto Hobby Shop Area

QU 10 Nort h Hanger Conpl ex

oJ 11 Base-w de Ground \Water

QU 12 Hardfill No. 1

This ROD is to docurment the selected renedy for the preferred renmedial action (RA) at QU6 and is the
third ROD for EAFB. The renedial action objectives (RACs) are to reduce the potential risks posed by
contaminants in surface soils and to reduce the nobility of potential contaminants in the landfill

t hrough contai nnent.

The devel opnent of alternatives for the landfill was conducted under EPA's Presunptive Renedi es Approach
[ Presunptive Rermedies: Policy and Procedures (EPA 1993a); Presunptive Renedy for CERCLA Mini ci pal
Landfill Sites (EPA 1993b)]. By using this approach, selecting an alternative for renediation is

stream i ned by using preferred technol ogi es based on historical patterns of remedy selection and EPA's
scientific and engi neering eval uati on of performance data on technol ogy inpl enentation.

The presunptive renedy stipul ates containnent as the appropriate remedy for landfills. The response
action, contai nnent by capping, would renove risk associated with the ingestion, dernal contact, and
i nhal ati on exposure pathways. The area of attainment defines the area over which prelimnary renediation

goal s woul d be achieved, and is based on the RACs. The area of attainment would include landfill areas
not mneeting appropriate closure standards. No consideration of |eachate or gas production was addressed,
since identified wastes placed in the landfill are not likely to produce significant amounts of gas, or

does the waste typify that which would nornally be associated with | eachate production. Furthernore,
sanpl e results indicate ground water has not been inpacted by |eachate.

2.5 SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

This section describes the presence and distribution of contamnants at OJ 6 as a result of past
activities.

2.5.1 Soils
Pol ynucl ear Aromati c Hydrocarbons (PAHs)

PAHs were reported in several surface soil sanples and in one subsurface soil sanple. No specific
pattern of PAH contam nation exists in the surface soil. The subsurface soil contam nation is believed
to be associated with asphalt nmaterial found in the landfill during the RI. Because of uncertainties
associ ated with characterizing the contents of landfills, the PAHs were evaluated in the risk assessnent.

Pesti ci des

Low concentrati ons of pesticides were reported in many of the surface soil sanples, but in only one
subsurface sanple. The pesticides are frompast pesticide application practices at EAFB, not fromthe
landfill activities. Supporting this conclusion is that the ground water beneath and downgradi ent of the
landfill did not contain pesticides. Had pesticides been |eached fromthe landfill, the ground water

woul d have contained the contani nants.



I norgani ¢ Contam nants

The concentrations of several inorganic conpounds in the soil exist at |evels above background

concentrations. This may be due to a conbination of the landfill activities and variations in the
concentrations of naturally-occurring conpounds in the soil. No specific pattern of inorganic
contanmi nation exists in the soil. The risk assessnment indicated that no unacceptable risk exists for

t hese i norgani c compounds.
2.5.2 Sedi ment

O gani ¢ Cont anmi nants
Organi c contaninants reported in sedinent sanples include volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semivolatile
organi ¢ compounds (SVCCs) and pesticides. Sanple results fromcertain |ocations indicate that the
detected contaninants originated fromsurface water runoff fromother areas of EAFB and are not a result
of the landfill activities. However, these contamnants were still evaluated in the risk assessnent.

I norgani ¢ Contam nants
I norgani ¢ conpounds were detected in the sedinent sanples fromthe drai nageways. Arsenic and ot her
i norgani ¢ conpounds are within the range of naturally occurring concentrations. However, due to the
uncertainties in determning the contents of landfills, the inorganic conpounds were al so evaluated in
the risk assessnent.

2.5.3 G ound Wt er

G ound water sanple results do not indicate any discernable ground water contam nation at OJ6. Low
level s of certain contaminants were intermttently detected in ground water sanples fromisol ated areas.

O gani ¢ Cont ani nant's

One sanple froma well upgradient of the landfill contained trichloroethylene (TCE), a commonly used
solvent, at 5 mcrograns per liter (ug/L); however, TCE was not detected in ground water sanples from
beneat h or downgradi ent of the landfill. Chrysene, a component of jet fuel, was detected in one sanple

at a concentration of 2 ug/L. Chrysene was not detected in any other ground-water sanple. The TCE
detected in the upgradient well will be further investigated during the QU 11 Basew de ground water
i nvestigation.

I nor gani ¢ Cont ami nant s

I norgani ¢ conmpounds were detected in ground water sanples, but a concentrations within the range of
naturally occurring characteristics. However, because of uncertainties associated in determining the
natural characteristics, zinc and | ead were evaluated in the risk assessment.

2.5.4 Surface Water
Organi ¢ Cont anmi nants

Several organic contam nants were detected in surface water sanples taken fromthe drai nageways. In the
surroundi ng surface soil sanples, these sane contaninants were either not detected or were detected at
very | ow concentrations. Based on this and the surface water sanpling |ocations, the najority of the
surface water contam nants are fromstormwater runoff fromthe refueling area, upgradient of OQJ6. The
contami nants were evaluated in the risk assessnment to facilitate the investigations of the sources of the
surface water contam nation.

I norgani ¢ Cont ami nants

Several inorganic conpounds were detected in the surface water sanples. The concentrations of these
conmpounds are within the range of naturally occurring characteristics. However, due to uncertainties
associated with determ ning the natural characteristics, these conpound were still evaluated in the risk
assessment .



2.6 SITE R SK SUMVARY

Human Health R sks

The assessnent of hunman health risks for this QU considered the follow ng topics:

(1) Contam nants of concern (COCs) in ground-water, surface water, sedinment, and soil sanples taken
at QU 6;

(2) Current and future | and-use conditions

(3) Potential environmental pathways by which popul ati ons m ght be exposed

(4) Estinmated exposure point concentrations of CCCs;

(5) Estimated intake |evels of the COCS

(6) Toxicity of the COCs; and

(7) Uncertainties in the assessnents of exposure, toxicity, and general risks.
Noncar ci nogeni ¢ and carcinogenic risks were calculated for the follow ng five potential exposure groups

(1) Current EAFB nai ntenance personnel mow ng grass on-site;

(2) The future child/adult living on-site who ingests surface soil

(3) The future adult living on-site who ingests and showers with shall ow ground water

(4) Future adol escents who are exposed to surface water and sedi nent through wadi ng;. and

(5) Future adult construction workers who excavate on-site for buil di ng residences
Due to the heterogeneity of the waste naterials present within the landfill, a conplete characterization
of waste materials present was not possible during the RI. This adds a degree of uncertainty to the risk
assessnent for the landfill contents. Rather than attenpting to fully characterize landfill contents and
gain nore certainty in the risk assessnent for the landfill contents, the Air Force utilize guidance
devel oped by EPA titled Presunptive Renmedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites (EPA 540-F-93-035). The
presunptive renedy for landfills is containnent (capping) of landfill contents. Using the presunptive

remedy strategy, a quantitative risk assessment is not necessary to eval uate whether the contai nnent
remedy addresses all exposure pathways can be identified using the conceptual site nodel and conpared to

t he pat hways addressed by the presunptive renmedy. Containment of the landfill contents addresses
exposure pathways and risks nornmally associated with landfills. The contam nant exposure pathways for
the potential risks at OJ6 include (1) direct physical contact with the landfill contents and (2)

consunption or contact with ground water that may becone contani nated

A quantitative risk assessment was performed for the ground water, surface water, soil, sedinment, and
air. The risk assessnment eval uated potential effects on human health posed by exposure to contam nants
within QU-6. Carcinogenic risks were estimated as the increnental probability of an individua

devel opi ng cancer over a lifetinme as a result of exposure to a potential cancer causing chemical. The
acceptabl e risk range expressed as a probability is one cancer incident in one-hundred thousand people to
one cancer incident in a mllion people. This level of risk is also denoted by 1 x 10-4 to 1 x 10-6.

Ri sks within the acceptable risk range nay or nay not warrant renedial action dependi ng upon
site-specific circumstances. R sks below this range cannot be differentiated fromthe background
occurrence of cancer in human popul ations. Risks calculated in a risk assessnment are potential risks and
are excess (i.e., over background) cancer risks due to exposure fromcontam nants at the QU

The risk assessment for QU6 indicated that the total site risk is within the acceptable risk range.

Part of the total site risk includes risk fromexposure to surface soil contamnants fromw thin the
landfill. The chem cals which contributed the majority of the risk in the soil were PAHs and nanganese
Benzo(a) pyrene (a PAH) is one of the primary contamnants identified in the risk assessnent. However,
only three of the eleven surface soil sanples actually contai ned concentrations of benzo(a)pyrene that
are of concern. Manganese was hi gher than background sanples as a result of variations in soi

m neral ogy. However, due to the heterogeneity of the landfill contents, great uncertainty is associated
with the calculated risk values for the surface soil. Renedial action is warranted for the |andfil

based on the uncertainty in characterizing the contents. The presunptive remedy as stated above was used



as a guide to determne the appropriate renedial action.

Arsenic in the sedinent of the drainage areas also contributed to the total site risk. The highest
concentration of arsenic in sedinment was associated with a sanple froma depression in the southern

drainage. It is typical for naturally occurring compounds to settle or becone trapped in depression
areas of drainage areas. The arsenic in the sedinment is not associated with the landfill. Remedi al
action for the drai nage areas outside of the landfill boundary is not warranted.

Results of the risk assessnent indicated shallow ground water and surface water were not nmedia of current
concern. Therefore, renedial action is not warranted for the ground water and surface water at this
tine. The ground water at QU6 will still be part of the Base-w de ground water evaluation for QU 11.

Ecol ogi cal Ri sks

An ecol ogical risk evaluation of OJ6 was based on a conbi nation of data and literature reviews, field
and | aboratory anal yses, anal yte evaluation and screening, and prelimnary risk screening. The pertinent
findings are summari zed bel ow.

A variety of animal species nay live, forage, or nest in OQJ6 habitats, particularly in the drai nage
channel s. These species include various types of invertebrates, anphibians, birds, and mamal s.

Because of the altered natural environnent at OU-6, rare, threatened, or endangered species are unlikely
to utilize the area for nore than brief, periodic habitat.

Terrestrial vegetation and soil faunal comunities do not reveal characteristics that indicate
chemcal -related inpacts. This finding is consistent with the relatively low |levels of contam nants in
the soil.

Findings of the Rl indicate that the contam nants at OQJ 6 are not altering the ecology to noticeable
level s. A Base-wi de ecol ogical risk assessnent will be conducted as part of QU 11, and OJ6 will be
included in this Base-w de eval uati on.

2.7 DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

Presunptive Renedy for CERCLA Minicipal Landfill Sites. (OSVER Directive 9355.3-11FS) was the basis for
the abbreviated feasibility study (FS). The OSWER directive established contai nnent of the contamination
within the landfill and the collection and treatment of landfill gas and contam nated ground water w thin
the landfill boundary as the presunptive renedy for CERCLA nunicipal landfills.

Al t hough not specifically identified as a municipal landfill, OJ6 exhibits characteristics that nake
this presunptive remedy applicable. The landfill contents at OJ- 6 do not have the characteristics to
produce any significant |eachate or gas. The risk assessnent did not identify the ground water as a
pat hway of concern. Even though the landfill contents were not identified as a source of unacceptabl e
risk to human health, the heterogeneity of the landfill contents causes uncertainties in the risk
assessnent. Therefore, the presunptive renmedy focuses on containnent of the landfill contents.

Alternative 1
. No action

. The no action alternative represents the baseline condition at OJ6 and refers to taking no
further action at QU6 other than nonitoring of sedinent, surface water, and ground water.

Alternative 2 - Institutional Controls
. Institutional controls (access restrictions and deed restrictions).
. Moni toring of ground water, surface water, and sedi ment.
. Long-term mai nt enance of existing soil cover.

Alternative 3 - Capping
. Monitoring and institutional controls as stated in Alternative 2.

. Pl ace soil cover capable of sustaining vegetation on the area of attainment at the landfill.



. Modi fication of stormwater discharge point and drai nage.
. Long-t erm nai nt enance of soil cover.
2.8 SUMVARY OF COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

The anal ysis of alternatives coupled with the use of the presunptive renedy conbine for a narrower range
of feasible approaches to address renedial activities at OU 6.

The remedi al action objectives for Q)6 are as foll ows:

Landfil |
. Prevent dermal contact and ingestion of surface soils within QU 6.
. Reduce the mobility of potential contamnants in the landfill.
Sedi ment
. Prevent the ingestion of sedinents within QU 6.

The area of attainment is defined as the area which will achieve the renedial action objectives after
remedi ation is conpleted. The area of attainnent for QJ6 is the extent of Landfill No. 5 which is
approxi mately seven acres in size (Figure 2-5).

Pursuant to Section 300.430(e)(9)(iii) of the EPA's revised National Contingency Plan, the renedial
action to be inplenmented shoul d be sel ected based upon consideration of nine evaluation criteria. These
criteria are as follows:

Overal | protection of human health and environment.

Conpl i ance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents (ARARS).
Long-term effecti veness and per manence.

Reduction of toxicity, nobility, or volume of contam nation.

Short-term effectiveness.

I mpl emrent abi lity.

Cost .

St at e accept ance.

Communi ty accept ance.

CO NP A WD P

The follow ng sections provide a brief review and conparison of the renedial alternatives according the
EPA' s evaluation criteria.

2.8.1 Overal|l Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

The assessnent of this criterion considers how the alternatives achieve and naintain protection of human
heal th and the environnent.

Alternative 1 (no action) does nothing to reduce risk at QU46. Wile the risk did indicate risk
associated primarily with PAHs, the levels of PAHs are within those of anthropogenic |evels of other
industrial and agricultural areas. Alternative 2 (Industrial Controls) provides for care of the QU

t hrough nai ntenance of erosional and/or non-vegetated areas. Access restrictions would reduce risk by
reduci ng exposure. Alternative 3 (Capping) provides contai nment (cover) of the surface soil and the
landfill contents. This would elimnate risk associated with exposure to soil and the future risk
associated with potentially contanmi nated ground water. Alternative 3 also includes repair and extension
of an existing stormmvater drain and relocation of the east to west drainageway which will result in
reduced surface water inpacts to sedinment within the QU

2.8.2 Conpliance with ARARs

Alternatives are assessed under this criterion in terns of conpliance with ARARsS. Applicable requirenents
i nclude cl eanup standards, standards of control and other substantive environnental protection
requirenents, criteria or limtations promul gated under Federal or state |laws that specifically address a
hazar dous substance, pollutant, contam nant, renedial action, |ocation or other circunstances at a CERCLA
site.



Rel evant and appropriate requirenents address problens or situations sufficiently simlar to those
encountered at a CERCLA site that their use is well suited to the environnental and technical factors at
a particular site. ARARs are grouped into these three categories:

. Chemi cal - Specific ARARs are health or risk-based nunerical val ues or methodol ogi es whi ch,
when applied to site-specific conditions, result in establishment of the amount or
concentration that may be found in, or discharged to, the environnent.

. Locati on-Specific ARARs restrict the concentration of hazardous substances or the conduct of
activities solely because they are in specific |locations such as flood plains, wetland,
historic places, and sensitive ecosystenms or habitats.

. Action-Specific ARARs are usually technol ogy or activity-based requirements or limtations
on actions taken with respect to hazardous wastes.

A summary eval uati on of Federal and State ARARs pertinent to this renedial action is provided in Table
2-1 at the end of Section 2.0 and a narrative discussion of conpliance with ARARs is provided bel ow for
the alternatives considered.

Alternative 1 (No Action):

The No Action alternative does not conply with State solid waste landfill closure requirenents. The QU6
Rl concl uded that ground water has not been adversely affected and was not a potential transport pathway;
therefore ground water ARARs at the QU are met. No permits are required for this alternative.
Alternative 1 does not nmeet the renedial action objectives for OJ6. An action would not be taken to
prevent human contact with surface-soil contam nants and potential contaminants within the landfill nay
|l each to the ground water.

Alternative 2 (Institutional Controls):

Alternative 2 does not conply with State of South Dakota solid waste landfill closure requirenents. the
QU-6 R concluded that ground water has not been adversely affected and was not a potential transport
pat hway; therefore ground water ARARs at the QU are met. No Federal or State permits are required for
this alternative. Aternative 2 does not neet the remedial action objectives for OJ 6.

Al ternative 3 (Capping):

Alternative 3 will neet State of South Dakota Waste Managenent Regul ations for the disposal of solid
waste by providing containment of landfill contents, access/devel opnent restrictions, and |long-term
nmonitoring. Information fromthe renedial investigation indicates that approxi mately one to two feet of
cover material exists over the landfill. The exact cover thickness throughout the entire landfill are
unknown. The State requires a mninmumof two feet of cover material. Additional cover material (a

m ni mum of one foot in depth) will be added under this alternative to achieve conpliance with the State
requirenents. The State is Federally authorized for the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
Subtitle D Municipal Solid Waste Program (8 Cctober 1993, 58 FR 52486). The resulting cover will also
ensure continued conpliance with the Safe Drinking Water Act Maxi num Contam nant Levels (MCLs) by
preventing the downward transport of contaminants to the ground water.

Section 404 of the Cean Water Act (CWA) regul ates the discharge of dredge or fill material into waters
of the United States. Section 404 is inplenented through regul ations set forth at 33 CFR parts 320
t hrough 330 and 40 CFR Part 230. To fully cover the landfill, the wetlands near the stormdrain

di scharge points nust be filled. This may adversely affect a water of the United States. The Executive
O der on Protection of Wtlands (E. O No 11,990) requires Federal Agencies to avoid, to the extent

possi bl e, the adverse inpacts associated with the destruction or loss of wetlands if a practical
alternative exists. |If the discharge of fill material into a water body cannot be avoi ded, the use of
appropriate and practicable mtigation neasures to mnimze the adverse inpact to the aquatic ecosystem
will be required. Appropriate mtigation measures may be inplenented during the renmedial action. |If
wetlands at OJ6 will be adversely affected, an alternate area will be chosen for construction of a new
wetl and for the mtigation purposes. This ARAR will be met.

I npl erent ati on of the presunptive renedy (containment by capping) strategy for landfills has been shown
by EPA to neet the renedial action objectives by preventing direct contact with landfill contents and
ingestion of surface soils and sedi nents.



2.8.3 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

The assessnent of this criterion considered the long-termeffectiveness of alternatives in maintaining
protection of human health and the environnent after response action objectives have been net.

Alternative 1 would not provide additional effectiveness or permanence in reducing the potential for
direct contact or ingestion of the surface soil or sedinment. No further controls for the QU woul d be
devel oped under this alternative

Alternative 2 would provide for increased effectiveness of access restrictions (in addition to the
general EAFB access restrictions). Additionally, vegetation naintenance woul d reduce erosion potential
Permanency and reliability of these controls would be enhanced through | ong-term nmonitoring and

mai nt enance of the QU. Uncertainties exist for the ability to provide |ong-termaccess restrictions

Alternative 3 would offer the highest |evel of long-termeffectiveness. Reduction of risk would be
accorded by the soil cap. Erosion would be limted by the devel oprment and mai nt enance of a veget at ed
area. Upon conpletion, |ong-term naintenance of the cover and nonitoring of ground water would be
provided. Future land uses will be allowed for the landfill only if the integrity of the landfill cover
is not conproni sed.

2.8. 4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, and Vol ume Through Treat nent

The assessment of this criterion involves considering the anticipated performance of specific
treat ment technol ogi es an alternative may enpl oy.

Alternative 1 would not provide for the reduction of toxicity, nobility, or volume of the chemcals
of concern in the surface soil and sedinent. Alternative 2 would reduce the nobility of contam nants
in surface soils through | ong-termerosi on naintenance of existing cover soils. Aternative 3 does
not use treatnent technol ogies, but reduces the nobility of the contam nants in surface soils in the
landfill area through containment.

2.8.5 Short-term Ef fectiveness

The assessment of this criterion the effectiveness of alternatives in naintaining protection of human
health and the environment during the construction of a remedy until response action objectives have been
nmet .

It is not anticipated that the proposed alternatives would significantly inpact worker or community
health and safety during the inplenmentation period. Aternatives 2 and 3 nay inpact comunity and worker
heal th and safety through dust enissions during the initial construction phase. The inpact coul d be

m ni m zed through dust mtigation.

Alternatives 2 and 3 may create a short-termincrease in risk during renedial activities due to the

i nhal ati on exposure pathway. D sturbance of surface soil through earthwork and soil disturbance woul d
result in exposure to workers. Dust mtigation during these activities would mnimze this potential
inmpact. Alternative 3 would present the potential for tenporarily increasing the opportunity for erosion
of the disturbed soils, although erosion and sedi ment control neasures will help to

mnimze this adverse inpact.

2.8.6 I npl ementability

The assessment of this criterion considers the adnministrative and technical feasibility of inplenenting
the alternatives and the availability of necessary goods and services for inplenentati on of the response
action.

Alternative 1 would not be difficult to inplement since, aside fromlong-termnonitoring using existing
nonitoring wells, no further action would be undertaken

Alternative 2 requires no special or unique activities and could be inplenmented using |ocally avail abl e
materials and contractors. Long-termnonitoring woul d indicate whether additional action would need to
be inplenmented in the future.

Alternative 3 could be inplenented with standard construction equi pnent, materials, and nethods. The
availability of an on- or off-Base supply of cover material will require further consideration during the
Remedi al Design Analysis. Wtlands nitigation (as a result of drainageway nodifications) could al so be
inmpl enented with standard construction equi pnent, materials, and methods. Land use (or deed)



restrictions can be inplenented at EAFB by various administrative neans.
2.8.7 Cost

The assessment of this criterion considers the capital and operation and mai ntenance (O&\) costs
associated with each of the alternatives. Aternatives are evaluated for cost in terms of both capital
costs and |l ong-term &M costs necessary to ensure continued effectiveness of the alternatives. Capital
cost include the sumof the direct capital costs (material and | abor) and indirect capital costs
(engineering, licenses, permts). Long-term O&M costs include |abor, materials, energy, equipnent

repl acenent, disposal, and sanpling necessary to ensure the future effectiveness of the alternative. The
obj ective of the cost analysis is to elininate those alternatives that do not provide measurably greater
protection of human health and the environnent for additional costs that nay be incurred.

A summary of the costs for each alternative is as foll ows:

Alternative No. 1 (No action)

Total Capital Costs $0
Total Annual (Sanpling/Analysis Costs $13. 500
30- Year Present Value for Annual Costs $93. 700
Annual Cost = $13, 500
Years = 30

D scount Rate = 5%

TOTAL 30 Year Present Val ue $93, 700

Alternative No. 2 (Institutional Controls)

Total Capital Costs $48, 300
Total Annual (Sanpling/ Analysis/O&\ Costs $25, 000
30- Year Present Value for Annual Costs $173, 500
Annual Cost = $25, 000
Years = 30

D scount Rate = 5%
TOTAL 30 Year Present Val ue $221, 800

Al ternative No. 3 (Capping)

Total Capital Costs $505. 000
Total Annual (Sanpling/Analysis/O&\ Costs $25. 000
30- Year Present Value for Annual Costs $173, 500
Annual Cost = $25, 000
Years = 30

D scount Rate = 5%
TOTAL 30 Year Present Val ue $678, 500
2.8.8 State Acceptance

The assessment of this criterion considered the State's preference for or concerns about the
al ternatives.

The State concurs with the selected renmedy. The State provided coments on the renedi al investigation,
feasibility study, Proposed Plan, and this ROD. After incorporating adequate responses to the coments
into the respective docunents, the State concurred with the renedy.



2.8.9 Comunity Acceptance

Comments offered by the public were used to assess the comunity acceptance of the proposed alternative
The community expressed their concerns about the selected renedy during the public coment period. The
questions and concerns of the community are discussed in detail in the Responsiveness Summary which is
Appendi x B of the ROD.

2.9  SELECTED ALTERNATI VE

Based on the requirenents of CERCLA, conparative analysis of the nine criteria, public comrents, and in
consultation with EPA and the State, the Air Force has determned that the selected alternative is
Alternative 3, Capping. This alternative includes institutional controls in conjunction w th physica
nodi fication of the QU to reduce potential risk. Five-year review of the renedy will be required because
potential contanminants will remain at QU6 followi ng conpletion of renedial action. Mjor conponents of
Alternative 3 are

. Installation of fencing to control physical access to the landfill area. Posting the area
to indicate the landfill is closed to further use
. Impl ementing institutional controls (deed and | and use restrictions) to prevent future use

of the area for residential use and/or limting its use to industrial uses.

. Provi ding a m ni mum of one foot of suitable earthen cover over the area of attainment
(approxi mately seven acres).

. Grading and contouring the area to naintain stability and route surface water precipitation
away from previously active fill areas and prevent ponding of the water

. Ext ending an existing stormwater drain to the south and east of the landfill area to
prevent the erosion of fill material and future potential contact with contamn nated
sedi ment .

. Provi di ng and nai ntai ni ng suitable vegetation to enhance evapotranspirati on and reduce

infiltration and soil erosion
. Mtigating any wetlands affected by placenment of the cap

. Providing for |ong-termground-water, surface-water, and sedinent nonitoring at the QU to
identify devel opment of future risks associated with the QU. Providing |ong-term
mai nt enance of the remedial actions taken at the QU

This alternative will neet the renedial action objectives and reduce the potential risk for QU6 by
preventing future exposure to contamnants in the surface soils and by reducing the nobility of potential
contaminants in the landfill. This will be achieved by the construction of the landfill cap and

mai nt enance and nodi fication of stormater drai nageways.

This alternative neets the statutory requirenents of Section 121 of CERCLA as anmended by SARA. These
statutory requirements include protectiveness of human health and the environment, conpliance with ARARs,
cost effectiveness, and use of pernanent solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogies to the extent
practicabl e.

The statutory preference for treatnment is not satisfied; however, the selected alternative is the
presunptive renedy (containment) devel oped by EPA for landfills.

Alternative 3 woul d achieve significant risk reduction by limting exposure to landfill materials and to
contam nants present in surface soils and sedinent at the QU The selected alternative will be
protective of human health and the environnment and will conply with ARARs.

2.10 STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The sel ected renedy neets the statutory requirenents of CERCLA as anended by SARA. These requirenents
include protection of human health and the environnment, conpliance with ARARs, cost effectiveness,
utilization of permanent solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogies to the extent practicable.
Contai nnent, by definition, does not attenpt to reduce the toxicity or volune of potentially hazardous
materials; rather, it reduces the |likelihood of exposure to these materials by preventing the novenment of
materi al s beyond the boundaries of the landfill and preventing direct contact with landfill materials



The sel ected renmedy represents the best bal ance of tradeoffs anong the alternative considered, with
respect to pertinent criteria, given the scope of the action

The manner in which the selected remedy neets each of these requirements is discussed in the sections
bel ow.

2.10.1 Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

The sel ected renedy addresses health and environmental issues that were identified in the Q)6 R report
Specifically, the capping alternative

. El i m nates exposure to landfill contents by installing an earthen cap
. Reduces the potential infiltration of contam nants to the ground water
. Prevents unaut horized access to the area by installing a perineter fence and restricted

access signs.

. Provides for long-termnonitoring of ground water identify potential future risks
associated with QU 6.

2.10.2 Conpliance with ARARs

Alternative 3 will neet State landfill closure requirenents by providing containment of |andfil
contents, access/devel opnent restrictions and long-termnonitoring. The OJ6 R concluded that ground
wat er has not been adversely affected and was not a potential transport pathway; therefore ground water
ARARs at the QU are net. Wetlands adversely affected by the renedial activities nmay need to be
mtigated. Additional information about ARAR conpliance is contained is Section 2.8.2

I npl erent ati on of the presunptive renedy (containment by capping) strategy for landfills has been shown
by EPA to neet the renedial action objectives by preventing direct contact with landfill contents and
ingestion of surface soils and sedi nents.

2.10.3 Cost Effectiveness

The sel ected renedy provides overall effectiveness in reducing human health risks relative to its costs.

The presunptive renedy process insures cost effective renedies are chosen. The chosen landfill cover
type ensures containnent of the landfill contents. Site specific conditions were used to determine the
type of cover necessary for the landfill. Based on the infornmation provided during the renedi a
investigation, a nmore costly landfill cover would not be cost effective

2.10.4 UWilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogies to the Extent Possible

EPA has established that proper capping has proven effective in containing landfill contents. This
alternative provides |ong-termprevention of exposure to potential landfill material, prevents

unaut hori zed access, and provides for |long-termground water nonitoring to detect novenent of chemcals
fromthe area. A five-year review of the selected renedy will be perfornmed due to the uncertainty of the
landfill contents. The revieww ||l be conducted five years after the commencenent of the renedial action
to ensure the remedy continues to provi de adequate protection of human health and the environment.

2.10.5 Preference for Treatment as a Principal Elenent

Treatnment of the landfill contents is not supported based on the findings of the remedial investigation
for OQ)6. No identifiable hot spots were reported present and the risks associated with QJ6 can be
addressed by elimnating exposure to the landfill contents by cappi ng

2.11 DOCUMENTATI ON CF S| GNI FI CANT CHANGES

The selected action is the same as the preferred alternative presented in the Proposed Plan for QU6
remedi al action. There have been no changes relative to the Proposed Pl an.



Standard, Requirement, COriteria or Gtations

Limtations

Safe Drinking Water Act 42 USC 300, f, g

National Primary Drinking Water 40 CFR Part 141
St andar ds

Nati onal Secondary Drinking 40 CFR Part 143

Wat er St andards

Maxi num Cont am nant Level Public Law No. 99-
Coal s 330, 100 Stat. 642
(1986)

Cd ean Water Act 33 USC 1251-1376

Water Quality Criteria 40 CFR Part 131

Criteria and Standards for the 40 CFR Part 125
Nati onal Pol |l utant Di scharge

El i m nation System

Toxi ¢ Subst ances Control Act 40 CFR Part 761

Archaeol ogi cal and H storic 16 USC 469

Preservation Act

40 CFR Part 6.301 (c)

TABLE 2-1 EVALUATI ON OF FEDERAL AND STATE ARARS THAT APPLY TO QU-6, ELLSWORTH AFB, SCUTH DAKCTA

Appl i cabl e or Rel evant and Appropriate Federal Standards, Requirements, Criteria and Linitations

Descri ption

Est abl i shes heal th based standards for
public water systems (maxinmm

cont anmi nant | evel s)

Est abl i shes aest hetic based standards
for public water systens (maxi num

contam nant | evel s)

Establ i shes drinking water quality
goal s set at concentrations of unknown

or anticipated adverse health effects
with an adequate margin of safety

Establishes criteria for water quality
based on toxicity to aquatic organi sns
and hunman heal th

Est abl i shes criteria and standards for

t echnol ogy- based requirenents in
permts under the dean Water Act

Subst ances regul ated include, but are

not linmted to, soils and other naterials
contanm nated as a result of spills

Est abl i shes procedures to provide for
preservation of historical and

ar chaeol ogi cal data which mght be
destroyed through alteration of terrain
as a result of a federal construction
project for a federal |icensed activity
or program

ARAR Type

Chemi cal

Chem cal

Chemi cal

Chemi cal

Chem cal

Action

Location

Applicability

Rel evant and appropriate for
federal dass Il aquifers.

Rel evant and appropri ate.

Rel evant and appropri ate.

Rel evant and appropri ate.
Aqui fer may be federal
Class Il A (discharge to
surface water).

Rel evant and appropri ate.

Appl i cabl e.

Applicable. OJ 6 was used

for landfilling activities. No
known historic or

ar chaeol ogi cal val ue, although
no confirmati on study has

been performed. Applicability
will be determ ned during RD.



TABLE 2-1 EVALUATI ON OF FEDERAL AND STATE ARARS THAT MAY APPLY TO OU- 6, ELLSWORTH AFB, SOUTH DAKOTA
(Cont i nued)

Potentially Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Federal Standards,

Appl i

Standard, Requirement, Oriteria or

Limtation

Executive Order on Protection of

Wt | ands

Gtations

E. O No. 11,990
40 CFR 6.302(a) &
Appendi x A

cabl e or Relevant and Appropriate State Standards,

Sout h Dakot a WAste Managemnent
Regul at i ons

Sout h Dakota Waste Managenent
Regul at i ons

Sout h Dakota Waste Managenent
Regul at i ons

Sout h Dakota WAst e Managenent
Regul at i ons

South Dakota Water Quality
St andar ds

Sout h Dakota G ound Water
St andar ds

Sout h Dakota G ound Water
Qual ity Standards

Sout h Dakot a Renedi ati on
Criteria for Petrol eum
Cont am nated Soil s

74: 26:

74.

74.

74:

74.

74.

74

74.

27:

27:

27:

03:

03:

03:

03:

Requi renent s,

03: 04

03: 11

09: 06

15

04:02, 10

15

02

32

Requirenents, Criteria and Limtations

Description ARAR Type

Requi res federal agencies to avoid, to Acti on/ Locati on

the extent possible, the adverse

i mpacts associated with the
destruction or loss of wetlands and to
avoi d support of new construction in

wetl ands if practicable alternative
exists

Criteria and Limtations

Est abl i shes requirenents for disposal

of hazardous wastes in sanitary
landfills

Defines requirenents for closure of
solid waste disposal facilities

Defines criteria for permt applications
for other solid waste TSD facilities

Est abl i shes standards for |andfill
cl osure and post-cl osure nonitoring

Defines use of Box El der Creek and
certain tributaries

Def i nes ground water classifications
by beneficial use and sets chenmi cal
st andar ds

Est abl i shes surface water quality
st andar ds.

Establ i shes requirenents for the
renmedi ation of soil contaminated with
pet r ol eum pr oduct s.

Action

Action

Action

Action

Action

Chemi cal

Chem cal

Chemi cal

Applicability

Appl i cabl e.

Rel evant

Rel evant

Rel evant

Rel evant

Rel evant

Rel evant

Rel evant

Rel evant

and

and

and

and

and

and

and

and

appropri

appropri

appropri

appropri

appropri

appropri

appropri

appropri

ate.

ate.

ate.

ate.

ate.

ate.

ate.

ate.



3.0 LI ST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVI ATl ONS

ACC: Air Conmbat Command

AF: Air Force

AFB: Air Force Base

ARARSs: Appl i cabl e or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents
CERCLA: Conpr ehensi ve Environmental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act
COoC: Chem cal s of Concern

DNAPL: Dense non- aqueous phase |iquid

EAFB: Ell sworth Air Force Base

EP: Extraction Procedure, the EPA's standard | aboratory procedure for |eachate generation.
EPA: Envi ronnent al Protection Agency

FFA: Federal Facilities Agreement

FPTA: Fire Protection Training Area

FTA: Fire Training Area

GPR G ound Penetrating Radar

HQ Headquarters

IN SI TU In the original place.

IR'S: Integrated Ri sk Informati on System

| RP: Instal |l ati on Restoration Program

JP-4: Jet Propul sion Fuel Nunber Four; contains both kerosene and gasoline fractions.
LNAPL: Li ght Non- Aqueous Phase Liquid

MCL: Maxi mum Cont ami nant Level s

nmyd: MI1lion Gallons per Day

ng/l: Mcrograms per liter

ng/l: MIligrans per liter

IVBL: Mean Sea Level

NAPL : Non Aqueous Phase Liquid

NCP: National Ol and Hazardous Substances Contingency Pl an
NEPA: Nati onal Environnental Policy Act

NPDES: Nat i onal Pol |l utant Discharge Elimnation System

NPDVR: National Primary Drinking Water Regul ations

NPL: National Priorities List

(083 Operabl e Unit

xRG Synbol s for oil and grease

PAH: Pol ynucl ear Aromatic Hydrocarbon

PCB: Pol ychl ori nat ed Bi phenyl; liquids used as a dielectrics in electrical equipment
PCE: Perchl oroet hyl ene: |iquids used in degreasing or paint renoval.
PL: Public Law

ppm Parts per mllion by weight

RCRA: Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act

R/ FS: Renedi al Investigations/Feasibility Study

SARA: Super fund Anmendnents and Reaut hori zation Act

SACM Super fund Accel erated d eanup Model

SVCC: Sem vol atil e O gani ¢ Conpound

TCA: 1,1,1, -tetrachl oroet hane

TCE: Tri chl or oet hyl ene

TCL: Target Conpound Li st

TCLP: Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure

TDS: Total Dissolved Solids

TCC Total O ganic Carbon

TSD: Treat nent, storage or disposal sites/nethods

USAF: United States Air Force

U S EPA United States Environnmental Protection Agency

USDA: United States Department of Agriculture

USFW\&: Unites States Fish and Wl dlife Service

USGS: United States Geol ogi cal Survey

VES: Vertical Electrical Sounding

VOC: Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpound

WC. Water Quality Criteria

VAT P: Wast ewat er Treat nent Pl ant
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APPENDI X B

Responsi veness Sumary
Renedi al Action at Operable Unit Six
El | sworth Air Force Base, South Dakota

1. Overvi ew

The United States Air Force (USAF) established a public comment period fromJuly 6, 1995 to August 5,
1995 for interested parties to review and coment on renedial alternatives considered and described in
the Proposed Plan for Operable Unit Six (OJ6). The Proposed Plan was prepared by the USAF in
cooperation with the U S. Environnental Protection Agency (USEPA) and the South Dakota Departnent of
Envi ronnental and Natural Resources (SDDENR).

The USAF al so held a public neeting at 7:30 p.m on July 25, 1995 in the 28th Bonb Wng Auditorium at
Ellsworth Air Force Base (EAFB) to outline the proposed renedy to reduce risk and control potential
hazards at the Qperable Unit (QU).

The Responsi veness Summary provides a summary of comments and questions received fromthe conmunity at
the public neeting and during the public comrent period as well as the USAF s responses to public

comment s.

The Responsi veness summary is organi zed into the follow ng sections:

. Background on Conmunity | nvol venent
. Summary of Comments and Questions Received During the Public Comment Period and USAF
Responses
. Remai ni ng Concerns
2. Background on Comunity | nvol venent

On August 30, 1990 EAFB was |isted on the USEPA's National Priorities List (NPL). A Federal Facilities
Agreerment (FFA) was signed in January 1992 by the Air Force, EPA, and the State and went into effect on
April 1, 1992. The FFA establishes a procedural framework and schedul e for devel opi ng, inplenenting, and
noni toring appropriate response actions for EAFB.

Community relations activities that have taken place at EAFB to date incl ude:

. FFA process. After preparation of the FFA by the USAF, EPA, and SDDENR, the docunment was
published for comrent. The FFA becane effective April 1, 1992.

. Adm ni strative Record. An Adninistrative Record for information was established in
Bui | di ng 8203 at EAFB. The Administrative Record contains information used to support USAF
deci si on-making. Al the docunents in the Adm nistrative Record are available to the
public.

. Information repositories. An Admnistrative Record outline is located at the Rapid Gty
Li brary (public repository).

. Community Relations Plan (CRP). The CRP was prepared and has been accepted by EPA and the
State of South Dakota and is currently being carried out. An update to this plan will be
prepared in 1995.

. Restoration Advisory Board (RAB). The RAB has been forned to facilitate public input in the
cleanup and neets quarterly. |In addition to USAF, EPA, and South Dakota oversi ght
personnel, the RAB includes community | eaders and | ocal representatives fromthe surroundi ng
ar ea.

. Mailing list. Anmailing list of all interested parties in the comunity is nmaintai ned by
EAFB and updated regul arly.

. Fact sheet. A fact sheet describing the status of the IRP at EAFB was disturbed to the
mailing |ist addresses in 1992.



. Open house. An infornmational neeting on the status of the | RP and ot her environmental
efforts at EAFB was held on May 6, 1993.

. Newspaper articles. Articles have been witten for the base newspaper regarding |RP
activity.

The Proposed Plan for this remedial action was disturbed to the mailing |ist addresses for their conments
and additional copies of the Proposed Plan were available at the July 25, 1995 public neeting. A
transcript of comments, questions and responses provided during the public neeting was prepared.

3. Summary of Comments and Questions Received During the Public Comment Period and USAF Responses

Part | - Summary and Response to Local Community Concerns

Revi ew of the witten transcript of the public neeting did not indicate community objections to the
proposed renedial action. No witten comrents were received during the public comment period.

The najority of the comments received during the public nmeeting were in the formof questions about the
remedi al action; i.e., what would be done, howit would be done, and what effects the action m ght have.
Representatives of the USAF were avail able to provide answers to the questions and al so provi ded an
overvi ew presentation during the neeting to describe the proposed actions.

Part Il - Conprehensive Response to Specific Technical, Legal and M scel | aneous Questions

The comments and questions bel ow have been nunbered in the order they appear in the witten transcript of
the July 25, 1995 public neeting.

Comment 1. Marie Chirre

Asked if anything could be built or constructed on QU6 during the 30-year nonitoring period.

Response 1. Conditions at the site are subject to a five-year review after the remedial action is

conpl eted to ensure the renedy renains effective. If the renedy remains effective, the property could
potentially be used for sone limted activities in the future. Inplenentation of institutional controls,
as part of the proposed renedy, would ensure only linmted activities would take place at OUJ 6.

Comment 2. Jan Demi ng

Asked about the status and purpose of the two stornwater drains

Response 2: The northern-nost of the two drains is abandoned and no longer in use. The southerly drain
collects stormvater fromareas west of the landfill. This drain line would be extended farther to the
sout heast, past the landfill area that would receive additional soil cover. The drain |line would
continue to be used and would drain into the existing drai nage swal e, which flows to the south and east.

Comment 3. Phyllis Engel man

Stated that the active stormdrain line drains water fromthe fuel -storage area to the west and toward
areas off-Base and to the southeast. Asked if there would be any danger fromfuture fuel spills.

Response 3: The drain will function in nmuch the same way as it does now after it is extended. |If there
is afuel spill, it is possible but unlikely that spilled nmaterial would travel off-Base. It is nore
likely to be contained by the Base spill response team and not | eave Base property.

Comment 4. Lincoln Crum
Asked if the stormmater would still flowto the east so property to the west would not be affected.

Response 4: It will still flowto the east as it does now Nothing that will be done at the landfill
woul d affect property to the west.

Comment 5. Lincoln Crum

Asked about a possible increase in the anount of soil erosion and about what kind of grass woul d be grown
there, suggesting newer varieties of wheat grass be considered.



Response 5:

The additional soil cover woul d be graded, conpacted, tilled and seeded so that the area will | ook nmuch
the same as it does now. Decisions about what type of grass seed to use will be nade in the near future.

4. Remai ni ng Concerns

Based on review of the transcript of the oral comrents received during the public meeting, there are no
out standi ng i ssues associated with inplenmentation of the proposed remedial action.



